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FOREWORD

The Battlefield Information Systems Technical Area of the U.S. Army Research Institute for
the Behavioral and Socie! Sciences (ARI) is concerned, in part, with human information analysis,
interpretation functions, and the subsequent utilization of the products in intelligence systems.
The objective is to provide technological advances in human/machine-aided tactical intelligence
information processing and the translation of these advances in support of intelligence systems
requirement and design decisions, and formulation of doctrine and procedures.

One facet of military intelligence addressed within this program is tactical Order of Battle (OB).
This report analyzes the importance of the different elements and components of OB intelligence,
providing the considered judgments of 1258 users on the value to them of each item under each of
four conditions of war. This effort utilized data collected in a separate contractual study
sponsored by the Army Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence (ACSI) and entitled *’Analysis of
Collection System Tasking and Product Integration (U).”” ARl conducted the analyses discussed in
this report as an economical means of obtaining insights into the perceived importance of the
various components of Order of Battle. Together with a second ARI report, Technical Paper 265
on “‘Tactical Crder of Battle: A State-of-tha-Art Survey,” it provides the comprehensive picture of
the structure and meaning of OB and its unique role in tactical intelligence, a picture requisite to
future effirts to improve OB analysis and tac'ical intelligence information processing in general.

This effort is responsive to requirements ¢f RDTE Project 20062703A754, Intelligence
Information Processing, FY 1973 Work Program, and to special requirements of the U.S. Army
Intelligence Center and School. ARI research in this area is conducted as an in-house effort
augmented by contracts with organizations selected as having special capabilities for specific
research tasks. The present study was conducted under guidance of the Army Research Institute
by Westinghouse Electric Corporation Center for Advanced Studies and Analyses, Falls Church,

J. E. UH ER
Technital Director

rachrream:
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A QUESTIONNAIRE-BASED ANALYSIS OF ORDER-OF-BATTLE ELEMENTS

BRIEF

Requirement:

To cetermine the perceived value to the user of the elements of Order of Battle (OB)
intelligence--Composition, Disposition, Stiength, Training, Tactics, Logistics, Combat
Effectiveness, and Miscellaneons--and of the components of these elements.

Procedure:

A questionnair. asked officers to rate the usefulness of each of the eight elements and 95
components of OB intelligence on a 5-point scale (*’essential’’ to “of little use’’) under each of four
possible conditions ot war (ore-hostility and low, medium, and high intensity) as defined by
specific examples. Respondents also ranked the eight elements in the order of their importance
under each of the four conditions, and similarly ranked components within each element. Usable
responses were obtained from 1252 cummissioned and 6 noncommissioned officers. Most
respondents were attending the Army Command and General Staff College, Army War College, or
National War College; some respondents were selected from corps and division Intelligence (G2)
and Operations and Training {G3) staff in USAREUR/Seventh Army. All responses were computer
analyzed. Comparisons were also made between specific subgroups of respondents.

Findings:

Respondents, across all four scenarios, generally agreed on the relative value of OB elements.
Enemy Disposition, Strength, Composition, Combat Effectiveness, and Tactics were considered
the most important element,, Miscellaneous the least. Disposition, Ccmposition, and Combat
Effectiveness intelligence about Armor, Artillery, and Infantry units was considered more valuable
than similar intelligence on other kinds of unit. The most essential components of Strength were
intellizence on enemy artillery weapons and ammunition, except during high-intensity conflict
when 2nemy CBR weapons and munitions strength became the most important.

Military Intelligence officers consistently rated every OB element except Training as more
valuable than Combat Arms officers did. In turn, Combat Arms officers consistently rated every
OB element as more valuable than combat support officers did.

Utilization of Findings:

The relative importance of the OB elements can be used as a basis for structuring computerized
OB files, allocating work loads, and determining general OB collection requirements. The
information has potential use in research on commander’s information needs and on the value of
intelligence.
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A QUESTIONNAIRE-BASED ANALYSIS OF ORDER-OF-BATTLE ELEMENTS

— PURPOSE

The primary objective of this study was to determine, in the most
acceptable, timely, and inexpensive manner, the perceived value to the
user of items of Order of Battle (OB) intelligence. Until now no
study has defined the values of the components of Order of Battle,
although individuals have offered informal opinions. This study was
also e¢xpected to provide insights for future rescarch to improve tactical
intelligence information processing. Because knowledge of OB values
applies directly to intelligence collection activities and resources,
inteiligence production and dissemination, and similar intelligence and
operat lonal activities, this study would be a significant contribution.

A secondary objective in this study was to explore possible differ-
ences in responses related to a respondent's career-specialty branch,
his rank, or his duty location. Also, alternative methods of defining
tne overali values of all 95 components were considered.

The effort utilized data collected in a separate contractual study
sponsored by the Avmy Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence (ACSI)
and entitled "Analysis of Collection System Tasking and Product Integra-
tion (U)." Subsequently, ARI completed preparation of the data base
and conducted the analyses discussed in this report as an economical
means of obtaining insights into the perceived importance of the
components of OB.

PROCEDURE

ACSI had stipulated that the study should consider onlty Order of
Battle intelligence for ground forces in a European/Middle-Eastern
environment that would involve USAREUR/Seventh Army. The conditions of
warfare were stipulated as a pre-hostilities situation and low-, mid-,
and high-intensity war.

Becausc the data were collected to determine the value of OB intel-

ligence to the user, the approach included a formally structured
collection of opinions from a broad spectrum of officers who use 0B,
Of primary interest were the values assigned by the respondents to the
eight major elements and the 95 components comprising OB intelligence.
The analyses were broken down by each of the four intensity levels of
war considered by the respondents,

The definitions of what constitutes OB were based on relevant Army
manuals such as FM 30-5' and on the Defense Iitelligence Agency's

Department of the Army. F eld Manual %0-5, "Combat Intelligence,"
%0 October 1973,
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intelligence Subject Code (ISC); the stipulated conditions of war
reflected the conditions described in Army-approved scenarios. A
questionnaire was developed that described four conditions of war that
USAREUR/Seventh Army forces might face und then asked *he respondent to
state his opinion on the value of the relevant OR elewents and ISC
intelligence components for each condition of war. The respondent did
this in two ways: (1) he indicated how essentiai he felt each OB item
would be to the performance of his job if he were assigned to USAREUR/
Seventh Army, on a five-point rating scale, and (2) he rank ordered the
items in each category according to their importance to him. Thus,

the respondent could indicate that two or more items in a given set
were "essential,'" but he was also forced to indicate their relative
importance. Requesting two different values for each intelligence item
caused the respondent to consider his answers more seriously and
provided both a check on thr ratings and more informative results.
Appendix A presents a detailed description and an abridged example of
the questioanaire.

Afte- the questionnaire had been developed and tested, it was given
to Intelligence and Operations (G2 and G3) personnel in Germany and to
officer students at the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College,

U.S. Army War College, and the National War College. After the completed
questionnaires were returned, answers keypunched for computer analysis,
and errors corrected, usable data from 1258 out of approximately 1300
respondents were available for analysis. Of these respondents, 6 were
noncommissioned officers (NCO) and 1252 were commissioned officers.

The Rating and Ranking Process and the Conditions of War
The rating and ranking process. The questionnaire asked that the

respondent assign a rating of essentiality to each intelligence item in
a given category, using the following ratings:

1l = Essential
2 = Important

3 = Useful

L

Of some use

Of little use

5

Several or even all itewms in a given category could be judged "essential"
by a respondent. Figure 1 is an example in which a hypothetical respon-
dent has first assigned values to the eight major elements of OB. The
example shows that the respondent considers Composition, Disposition

and Tactics intelligence "essential" to his job; Strength intelligence

is "important;" Logistics and enemy Combat Effectiveness inteliigence

are "useful" and so on.



Essentiality Forced Ranking
i Rating (1 thru 8)
!i COMPOSITION A 1 2
; DISPOSITION 1 1l
’ STRENGTH 2 4
1 TRAINING b T
TACTICS 1 3
LOGISTICS 3 6
COMBAT EFFECTIVENESS 3
i1 SCELLANEOUS 5 8

Figure 1. Example of essentiality rating and forced ranking of OB elements at
one intensity lavel,

The respondent next ranked the value of all items in the group. 1In
this example, the following, all "essential" to the respondent, are listed
in their order of relative value: Disposition, Composition, Tactics.

This system of providing essentiality ratings and forced order rank-
ings was used for the major elements of OB, and for the various components
of each element, for each of the four conditions of war.

The conditions of war. Condition I presented to the respondents a
pre-hostility situation defined as a continuing period of nonconflict
between US/NATO and USSR/Warsaw Pact forces, punctuated with crises or
periods of tension similar to the 1961 Berlin and 1968 Czechoslovakian
problems,

Condition I! was described as a low-intensity conflict in which the
U.S. is assisting a friendly nation in the Middle East to counteract a
revolt that occurred among certain tribal groups. The U.S, has sent a
task force from USAREUR/Seventh Army to safeguard the U.S. military aid
supplies and forces, to provide intelligence support, and to conduct
limited stability operations.

Mid-intensity conflict (Condition III) was defined as non-nuclear
war between NATO and the Soviet Bloc following a Soviet attack to seize
Western Europe.




High-intensity conflict (Condition IV) was defined as tactical
nuclear war between NATO and the Soviet Bloc,

Characteristics of Respondents

The questiornaire was designed so that the respondents' source or
origin, rank, carcer specialty branch, and current or last duty assign-
ment could be identified and used in the analysis of responses. Data
on source, rank, and career branch of respondents are summaivized in
Table 1.

Source. Questionnaires were distributed in Germany in June 1971 and
were sent to the three colleges in the fall of 1971, Usable question-
naires were returned from 56 respondents in the G? and G3 staffs of four
divisions, two corps, and USAREUR/Seventh Army hecadquarters in Germany.
The Army Command and General Staff College provided 1022 usable question-
naires, the Army War College 145, and the National War College 35.

Rank. Table 1 shows the distribution of the 1258 respondents by rank
or grade. Four of the respondents did not identify their rank (or give
their name, branch, or other identifying in.ormation). The noncommis-
sioned personnel were senior and knowledyeable people from the G2 staffs
in Germany. The sample contains relatively few junior officers (lieu-
tenants and captains) or colonels, though there are enough to analyze
their responses as a group.

Branch. Table 1 shows the distribution by career specialty branch of
the 1258 respondents. Note that all career branches are not represented,
because responses were requested only from those branch officers who use
or generate OB intelligence in the normal ccurse of duty. Such a selec-
tion process includes the Combat Arms and some Combat Support branches,
but excludes some of the Combat Service Support branches such as Finance
or Chaplain,

FINDINGS

Value of OB Elements

This section ‘ocuses on the essentiality ratings and forced rankings
of the eight elements of OB as perceived by all 125Y respondents. These
eight elements, the major categories of OB intelligence, are defined in
FM 30-5 as summarized below:

Composition: The number of enemy units by type from the h'ghest
level down to separate companies and detachments.

Disposition: Unit designation and field post numbers, mission,
subordination, and location,



i

|
(L)

Teaauan jueinfpy

3JTA135 [EI1Pa

ji4 Iajsemiajiend) (24 12uo10o)
g aJuURUPpID
9% uojjeliodsueay L2¢ 12uojo) JUFU3IINaTT]
oe 1e21may)
of acuaBiyre3ul LIe3ITTIH (¢ =} aofey
44 331104 AITITTIN
. [eui1s " uteaden Ge 989110D 1eM TeUOTIEN
0F laaujiugy
o £1ju=gul o1 (3sT pue puz) juruajnay] ot a8a110) aeM Auway
€€ Azarrraay asuajaq 1ty
€oc £1311133y praty 9 OON 220T 983110D jje3s Teaaua) pue puewwo)
L domry
11 P213FIUapTun 9 Pa13 TIuUapiug % Auemia9 uy suoysyayg pue sdio)p
u yourag u yuey u ?sanog

(8621 = W)

SINAANOIS I 40 SOILSTHIALIVEVHD
T 21qel
T— -




Strength: Number of men, weapons, and equipment,

Training: Nature, type, and extent of training of individuals
and units, and the organization facilities, etc.,
which accomplish this.

Tactics: Doctrinal precepts guiding the ground forces in the
conduct of warfare,

Logistics: Methods, plans, and systems for procurement, storage,
shipment, issue, and maintenance of materials «nd
supplies and for movement of troops.

Combat The ability and fighting quality of units; how well
Effectiveness: they will perform in combat.

Miscellaneous: Files on enemy personalities, unit histories,
uniforms and insignia, and capability of enemy
weapons and equipment.

Essentiality Ratings

Figure 2 presents the mean values of the more than 1240 essentiality
ratings2 of the eight major elements of 0B, for the four intensity levels
of war. The exact values of the means shown on Figure 2 are contained,
along with other statistical measures such as standard deviation, skew,
and kurtosis, in computer printouts bound separately and available at
ARI. Figuce 2 shows that the respondents felt that all OB intelligence
is somewhat useful. Even the lowest rated category, Miscellaneous, was
seen as "of some use." An examination of actual information use vw. .1d
probably reveal that much of what is stated to have real value will in
practice be rarely used or will contribute very little. However, although
the absolute rating of the potential value of any information may not
precisely indicdte its actual usefulness, the relations among the ratings
should clearly indicate the relative values of the elements. Thus, in
the following discussion the emphasis is on the relations among the
ratings of use‘ulness. The labcls on the five-point scale do provide a
context for interpreting the results; an OB element rated as '"essential”
or "important" by over 1240 officers can safely be assumed to have
considerable value to those officers.

Figure 2 indicates the respondents felt that Disposition intelligence
was the most valuable to them in all four conflict levels and Miscellaneous

2 A1l respondents did not answer all questions. Thus, 1246 respondents
made ratings in the pre-hostility situation, 1248 in the low-intensity
conflict, and so on.
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intelligence the least valuable. Intelligence on enemy Composition and
Strength follow Disposition and have similar essentiality. Combat
Effectiveness and Logistics intelligence increase in essentiality as the
intensity of war increases., The value of Tactics and of Training intel-
ligence increases from pre-hostility conditions to couditions of low-
intensity war, but as the intensity of war increases, both values tend
to decrease,.

Swatistical Significance of Essentiality Ratings

The statistical significance of the results shown in Figure 2 were
tested using a one-tailed test based on the Student's t distribution.
Results are presented in Tables 2 through 4 in terms of the probability
that the values are not different from one another in the indicated
direction (i.e., that they are the same or that there is a reversal of
values). Given the large number of such tests couducted, only those
differences with a probability value of .0l or less are considered
statistically significant,

As shown in Table 2, for the prc-hostility situation (Condition I)
all OB elements received significantly higher ratings than the next ranked
element, with the exception of Training which is not statistically
different from Logistics. A similar pattern occurs in the low-intensity
war situation (Condition II); in mid-intensity war (Condition III) all
differences between adjacent ratings are significant (Table 3). In high-
intensity war (Condition IV) Combat Effectiveness and Composition have
essentially the same rated value and Tactics and Logistics have essentially
the same rated value; all other differences are significant. Thus, we
may conclude that, with a few exceptions, the differences in ratings
seen in Figure 2 within a given intensity level are quite real and not
the result of random fluctuations in the aata, Similarly, the ratings
given to an element were compared across levels (I to II, I to Iil, and
II1I to IV) and, with two exceptions, the differences were found to be
significant (Table L). Disposition and Miscellaneous intelligence
received the same ratings in the high-intensity and in the mid-intensity
war situation.

Forced Rankings

Respondents were asked to rank the elements of OB in order of
importance as well as to rate their essentiality., The average rank order
of the elements in each condition of war, as determined from the responses
of approximately 1250 respondents, is shown in Figure 3. The exact
values of chese arithmetic means, along with related statistical measures,
are avallable in computer printouts at ARI and are shown graphically in
Appendix B.

Pank-order judgmen:s were requested from the respondents in order to
force them to consider their responses more carefully and to provide a
cross-cireck on the essentiality ratings and a supplementary indicator of
perceived value,

-8 .
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A comparison of Figures 3 and 2 indicates that the order of the
ranked elements parallels the order of the essentiality ratings, with
only two exceptions. The rankings of Figure 3 confirm the ratings of
Figure 2, indicating that our respondents were consistent in their
evaluation of the elements of OB.

Value of OB Components

Tuis section focuses on the essentiality ratings of the components
of intelligence in each of the eight major elements of 0B, as perceived
by all 1258 respondents. The numbcr of components in the different
elements varies; for instance, the Composition element of OB contains
eleven components, Disposition contains twenty-four components, Strength
contains twenty-cthree.

The wean essentiality rating is presented for each component of each
element of all four conditions of war considered. The exact values of
the ratings and associated statistical measures are available in computer
printouts at ARI, and the mean forced rankings of the components are in
Appendix B in this report,

Composition. The analysis sought to determine which portions or an
enemy's force the respondents considered mos* valuable at each of the
four intensity levels of war investigated.

As shown in Figure 4, the respondents felt that knowledge of the
Composition of an enemy armored unit was the most valuable in a pre-
hostility situation, but similar intelligence on infantry units was
most valuable in low-intensity war. In mid- and high-intensity war the
Composition of artillery units was most esscntial. The Composition ot
armored, artillery, and infantry units was more valuable in every
condition of war than Composition intelligence on any other units,

(The term '"armored" includes mechanized and cavalry units, and "artillery"
includes conventional artillery, rocket and missile units.)

Intelligence on the Composition of the enemy's irregular forces (the
guerrilla, partisan, and resistance units) was more valuable in the low-
intensity war condition than in any other level of war. In the other
three conditions, composition of irregular forces rated quite low
compared with other components, but was still slightly above '"useful"
or: the scale of essentiality,

Knowledge of the Composition of an enemy's special purpose units was
rated surprisingly low compared to other units. Because special purpose
units include amphibious, cold weather, and mountain forces (both border
and internal units), it was expected to rate higher than other units.
However, intelligence on the Composition of special purpose units is
rated at least ""useful" except in the pre-hostility situation.

Intelligence on the Composition of enemy combat support and combat
service support units increases in essentiality rating with increasing
intensity of war. However, the value of Composition intelligence on

- 1% -
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Figure 4. Essentiality ratings of 11 components of Composition intelligence--all respondents.

-1 -



EOG g

Qeaaial i e e s S

other units, such as airborne, helicopter forces, and engineer, inc-eases
from peacetime to mid-intensity war (disregarding low-intensity war) but
then decreases in the change from mid- to high-intensity war.

Disposition. This element is concerned with unit designation and
field post numbers, locatjon, subordination, and mission. The analysis
sought to determinr whether the respondents considered it more essential
to know the disporition of one unit or type of site than another, in each
of the four intensity levels of war. Disposition intelligence has 24
components; no attempt will be made to discuss each component in detail.

The mean essentiality ratings of the components of Disposition are
presented in Figure 5. As shown, intelligence on the Disposition of
armored, artillery and infantry units is more valuable than intelligence
~concerning the Disposition of any other units or sites. However, in
high-intensity war, the essentiality ratings for infantry units, fixed
surface-to-surface missile (SSM) sites, and mobile SSM sites are almost
identical.

A comparison of Figure 5 with Figure 4 indicates that components
common to both elements tend to follow a similar rating pattern. Intel-
ligence on the armored, infantry and artillery units was seen as
essential; the essentiality ratings of combat support and combat service
support units increase in value as the intensity of war increases.

Intelligence on the Disposition of enemy depots--including ammunition
supply points (ASP) and special ammunition supply points (SASP)--is in
the "useful' to "important'" rating range in peacetime and in low- and mid-
intensity wa»r, but at the high-intensity war level its rating has increased
to the range between "important" and "essential."

The Disposition of military installations (located but unidentified)
is below the '"useful" rating before hostilities begin though it is
slightly above the bottom of the 'important'" to '"useful' range in low-,
mid-, and high-intensity war.

The value of Dispcsition of electronic warfare (EW) installations
increases slightly in the transition (disregarding low-intensity) from
peacetime “o mid- or high-intensity war. Intelligence on the Disposition
of radar installations follows a similar pattern, though the increase
in value is somewhat greater.

As Figure 5 shows, very few items were rated less than "useful,"
The lowert ruted component, the dis:osition of prisoner of war (POW)
installations, was always rated in the range "of some use'" to '"useful."
Intelligence on the amphibious, cold weather, and mountain (special
purpose) units was again rated low, sometimes less than ''useful" in
value,

Strength. This element is concerned with the numbers of enemy
personnel, weapons, and equipment. The mean ratings of essentiality of
the components of Strength intelligence are shown in Figure 6. Although
Strength intelligence has 23 components, only some of these will be
discussed.

- 15 -
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As shown, the number of enemy artillery weapons and amount of artil-
lery ammunition received the highest essentislity rating in the pre-
hostility condition and in low- and mid-intensity war. In high-intensity
war, intelligence on the enemy's Strength in chemical-biological-radio-
logical (CBR) weapons and munitions wac judged slightly more valuable
than intelligeunce on artillery weapons and ammunition.

Intelligence on the numbers of enemy guided surface-to-surface
missiles (SSM) and free-flight rockets is of lower value in low-intensity
war than in mid- or high-intensity war.

Intelligence on the enemy's available manpower is at its highest
value in low-intensity war, though such intclligence is rated between
"{mportant'" and "essential' in every intensity level.

The essentiality of intelligence on the aumbers of enemy transport
alrcraft remains fairly constant among the pre-hostility, mid- and high-
intensity war conditions; that for ground transportation vehicles is
congtant across all levels except peacetime,

Knowledge of the Strength of enemy amphibious equipment tends to
drop in value in a transition from peace to some condition of war, as
does the value of knowing the number of enemy over-snow vehicles.

Knowledge of the Strength of racial and etlinic composition of enemy
forces was rated of lowest value in all conditions of war except low
intensity. In the low-intensity war scenario where any information on
ethnic and racial composition was expected to be of fairly high value,
the respondents felt that such intelligence was only between "useful"
and "ot some use' to them.

Training. Training intelligence is concerned with the nature, type,
and extent of the training of individuals and units, and the organiza-
tion ond facilities used in such training. Figure 7 presents the
essentiality ratings of the ten components of Truining intelligence.

As shown, the respondents felt that intelligence on the training of
combat units was the most valuable, followed by intelligeunce or the
training of combat support units. Intelligence on the training of
combat service support units was rated third in the pre-hostility situa-
tion and in mid- and high-intensity war. In low-intensity war, intel-
ligence on the training of enemy irregular units was rated third, very
close to that on combat support units.

Intelligence concerning enemy maneuvers is of highest value in the
pre-hostilitics situation, and declines in value as war starts. Knowl-
edge of the enemy's training areas and its military school system follows
a similar declining trend, though the value for training areas intelli-
gence increasses slightly in the low-intensity war situation.

Intelligence concerning pre-induction training is valued least in
all conditions of war, though it is still rated above "of some use."
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Figure 7. Essentiality ratings of 10 components of Training intelligerce--all respondents.
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Tactics. Tactics conceras intelligence on the doctrinal precepts
that guide enemy forces in their conduct of war,

As shown in Figure &, the respondents felt that intelligence on enemy
nuclear operations tactics was of highest value before war and in mid-
and high-intensity war, Intelligence on chemical and biological warfare
tactics was rated second in Ligh-intensity war, and third in mid-intensity
war and peacetime.

In low-intensity war, knowledge of enemy conventional tactics was
rated highest, followed by intelligence on tactics of paramilitary
operations.

Intelligence on enemy air defense tactics stays at a fairly constant
value in all four conditions, with a rating of "important.”

Knowledge of the enemy s tactics in special operations (amphibious,
cold weather, and mountain) was rated lowest in all conditions of war,
though it was still judged to be more than "useful' to the respondents.

Logistics. Logistics includes intelligence on the enemy's methods,
plans, and systems for procurement, storage, shipment, issue, and main-
tenance of materials and supplies; and for movement of troops.

The values that the respondents place on the six components of
Logistics intelligence are presented in Figure 9. As shown, the respon-
dents consistently rated intelligence on enemy troop and supply movements
of highest value, followed by intelligence on the location, stockage
levels, and capacity of enemy stockpiles. Note the large gap between
the value ratings of these two components and the components that follow.

Knowledge of enemy doctrine for evacuation and dispersal of material
and personnel increases in rating as the intensity of war increases.

Intelligence on the enemy's servicing techniques was consistently
rated lowest by the respondents though at no time does it rate below
"useful” in value,

Combat Effectiveness. Combat Effectiveness concerns the ability and
fighting quality of units, including predicting how well these units will
perform in combat. Combat Effectiveness intelligence is produced from
other elements of OB including Strength and Training, and rrom combat
intelligence data not otherwise included in Order of Battle. Because
Combat Effectiveness is in part derived from other OB clements, and
because it considers the same kinds of units as does Composition and
Disposition, one might expect some consistency in the ratings among
these elements. A comparison of Figure 10O with Figures L and 5 reveals
the expected consistency in the order of component ratings. Thus,
armored, infantry, and ficld artillery units were always the three highest,
just as these units were always rated highest in Composition and Disposi-
tion intelligence. The order of ratings is not totally consistent,
however, for mid- and high-intensity conditions. The forced rankings of
the components of Combat Effectiveness, shown in Appendix B, confirm

= 2G=
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that such intelligence on armored units was seen as more important than
similar intelligence on artillery units.

Although Combat Effectiveness intelligence of helicopter forces was
considered slightly more valuable than the Combat Effectiveness of airborne
forces in all conditions of war, the ratings are so close that no signifi-
cant differeace exists., Combat Effectiveness intelligence on combat
service support units received the lowest essentiality rating in a pre-
hostility situation and in low-intensity war, though it was still
somewhat above '"useful'" in value.

Intelligence on enemy engineer units is between "useful' and "impor-
tant" in essentiality and is lowest in low-intensity war.

The value of intelligence on special purpose units is quite low
relative to other components, though it still rates slightly above
"vseful."

Miscellaneous. This OB element contains those items of intelligence
that do not fit into any other category.

The essentiality ratings of the four components of Miscellaneous
intelligence follow very consistent patterns, shown in Figire 11, The
respondents judged that intelligence on the capabilities of e.~my
weapons and equipment was close to "essential" in all conditions of war
and as such was of sutstantially higher value than the other three
components.,

Descriptions of the enemy commanders (Personalities) were judged
between "useful' and "important," and intelligence on enemy uniforms
and insignia and on unit histories was judged ''useful,”

Thus, i{f the critical items of OB intelligence were defined as those
with an essentiality rating from ''{mportant" to '"essential,' then only
intelligence on weapons and equipment capabilities would be included
from the Miscellaneous element.

Analysis of the Responses by Specific Subgroups

The preceding scctions presented the essentiality ratings and some
forced rankings of the OB elements and components, based oa the responses
of all 1258 respondents. This section presents the evaluation of the
eight OB elements as perceived by: (1) thc % respondents in Germany
vs. all respondents; (2) junior officers vs. senior officers; (3) a
Combat Arms group composed of Armor, Infantry, and Field Artillery branch
officers vs. a group composed of Combat Support plus Combat Service
Support career branch officers; (4) Military Intelligence branch officers
vs. the Combat Arms officers; and (5) Armor vs. Infantry vs. Field
Artillery vs. all other career branch officers., Data on the evaluation
of the separate components of each element is available on computer
printouts at ARI.
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Respondents in Germany vs. all respondents. The personnel in Germany
were actually facing the possibility of the situations described in the
questionnaire and were also currently experienced in USAREUR/Seventh
Army problems; the other respondents were more remote, Thus, it was
felt that the respondents in Germany might value items of OB intelligence
differently from the other respondents even though the others were asked
to imagine themselves in the USAREUR/Seventh Army situation,

The mean ratings and rankings of the eight major OB elements were
derived from the answers of the 50 respondents in Germany and from the
answers of all 12258 respondents. Thus, the 1258 respondents include
the 50 from Germany. Although this is not the best way to comparc the
two groups, it was done to avoid an additional computer sort and
analysis, and it can be assumed that the 50 respondents in Germany would
not materially alter the results. Such a comparison would, in any case,
be conservative. As shown in Figure 12, no radical differences cxisted
between the two groups, though some significant differences appear in
the mid- and high-intensity war situations.?

Figure 12 compares the mean essentiality ratings made by tue
respondents in Germany with the mean ratings from all respondents for
all conditions of war. Although slight cdifferences exist in the mean
ratings expressed by the two groups in the pre-hostility and low-intensity
conditions, these differences are not statistically significant. In
mid-intensity war, the respondents in Germany considered Disposition,
Strength, and Combat Effectiveness intelligence significantly more
valuable and Training intelligence significantly less valuable than did
the respondents as a whole. In high-intensity war, the respondents in
Germany considered intelligence on eneuy Strength, Composition, and
Tactics significantly more valuable than did the respondents as a whole.

Figure 13 presents forced rankings of the OB elements by the two
groups. Elements are marked by asterisks where there is significant
statistical difference between the rankings provided by the two groups.
For example, at the high-inten.ity level, the respondents in Germany
ranked Strength significantly higher and Training significantly lower
than did respondents as a whole.

Junior vs. senior officers. The sample contains 3: company-grade
officers and 39 colonels (sce Table 1). Although neither group is large
in relation to the population of 12585 respondents, they are sufficiently
large to compare with each other. Such a comparison indicates whether
junior and senior officers value OB intelligence differently.

 The answers were considered significantly different if the probability
of no difference is 0.05 or less.
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